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NOTES ON THE BOOK: 

Preface: The first sentence is quite misleading; as noted above, the book 

really isn’t about Oswald and the U.S. agencies at all. Did Epstein originally 
intend it to be? Did the CIA and the FBI persuade him that there was nothing to 
write about in that direction? Or did he introduce this ’balance’ at the last 
minute? 

P. xii, line 5: CIA file on LHO dating back to his 1959 defection. Actually, 
the CIA opened a 201 file on Oswald in December 1960, for reasons which are not 
known to me. Epstein may be hiding his knowledge of that little puzzle. 

Same paragraph: I think it is misleading to state that the CIA notified HQ 
when it was determined that LHO had contacted a Soviet intelligence officer 
(Kostikov). If my recollection is correct, the 10/9-10/63 messages did not mention 
Kostikov; that contact was known only a little later. The FBI in Washington 
was told of the Kostikov contact on October 18 (CE 834, item //61 - still withheld, 

I think). The distinction is not important here, but Epstein is being careless. 

CIA request for LHO photo: presumably Epstein did not realize that the CIA 

files contained a photo of Oswald (from the press, at the time of the defection) 
which was predictably more recent than anything ONI would have. The reason for 
the request has never been clarified. 

Page xiii: as discussed above, Epstein’s claim to have begun his research for 
this book by interviewing Nosenko doesn’t seem consistent with other accounts, 
and raises obvious questions. 

What, or who, made the reason for Oswald’s defection the most vexing question? 

I wonder if Jones Harris’ alleged interest in some sort of Japanese angle (which 
I have heard about only Indirectly) predates Epstein’s Interest in this area? 

Epstein says that, through FOIA requests, it was possible to obtain CIA traces. 
He avoids saying he asked for traces other than those in the released documents. 

Some of the information later in the book was not familiar to me, but I would 
have to check a couple of the large CIA documents to see if they are there. 

P. xiv: Epstein doesn’t raise any questions about DeMohrenschildt ’ s reliability, 
either here or (as I recall) later in the book. But by 1977 it seemed clear he 
had emotional or other problems which cast grave doubts on any recent additions to 
his story. (Oltmans may have been the cause, and not just the beneficiary, of some 
of DeM’s problems.) Oltmans is not mentioned in the book, and as far as I recall 
Epstein hasn’t mentioned any of DeM’s most far-out claims. That’s to his credit 
in one respect, I guess, but hardly scholarly. 

Re locating Marine witnesses: in ’’New York” and the Digest, there is more 
discussion of this. Supposedly people were tracked down from county of birth. 
(Digest, 3/78, p. 16.) Brad Sparks suggested to me that getting even this much 
help seems unusual, and may have been a Privacy Act violation. 

P. xv: The Archives allowed him to develop and print many of the photos LHO 

had taken?? I assume Epstein doesn’t mean to say that! 

I wonder if the FBI gave Epstein exceptional help in "locating documents on 
Oswald.” I don’t recall many references to unfamiliar documents. I wonder if 
this means they looked up names in their cumulative indexes? 

I’m sure Sylvia Meagher is delighted that her index was invaluable to Epstein! 
But seriously, it is striking that none of the critics’ books on the case are 
credited here. 

* If Epstein was serious about looking into the LHO-CIA relationship, he could 
have done worse than spending some time checking out the questions I raised in my 
1975 memo to the Rockefeller Commission. ("The Assassinations,” p. 460) Of 
course, I am curious about any stir my questions might have raised within the CIA 
at the time. Internal CIA documents on my memo, and their response to the Rocke- 
feller Commission, should be in the forthcoming ’final’ CIA release. (I’ve had a 
FOIA request pending since 3/17/76.) ^Who knows; my memo might have accidentally 
touched on something which caused the CIA to get the Nosenko story out. 

* By the way, I’m skeptical of Epstein’s claim (NY, 2/27, p. 36) that Angleton 
agreed to see him because he knew that the CIA had given him the (false) Nosenko 
story. I had the impression that Angleton has been a good soldier, despite the 
firing - has he leaked anything else? Although the Angleton-new CIA split is 
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evidently very real, we shouldn’t just assume that there is no continuing 
common interest in getting the LHO-KGB story out. 

* Just what "insights and experience" does Jones Harris have that was so helpful 
in connection with Oswald and Japan? 

* I would like to know what Jones has to say about this book, which he has been 
hyping cryptically for quite a while. Jones supposedly thinks Hoover could do 

no wrong, and here we have a book which really dumps on Hoover. 

Prologue: P. 5, line 14 - sloppy editing - what is "surveillance and counter- 
intelligence of ... enemy agents"? 

P. 12: Very coy - Helms did not want to think about the possibility that 

the KGB had killed JFK. Really? 

** Page 13: The Russell quote ("That will blow the lid ") is not from an 

executive session "only a week before" Marina’s testimony of February 3, but from 
the session of January 21, nearly two weeks before. (P. Ill of the transcript.) 

Also, what McCloy had heard strikes me as being much more on the level of rumor 
than Epstein indicates. Anyhow, according to the transcript, Marina was suggesting 
not that "she" was a Soviet agent, as Epstein has it, but that "he" [LHO] was. 
(McCloy: "That is what I heard through Life Magazine [i.e., that Levine was in 
close touch with Marina] and they were throwing in this note she was now saying, 
giving evidence she was going to put evidence in this thing that he was a Soviet 
agent.") 

* Page 15: On what Hoover thought, Epstein’s source is presumably Sullivan. 

There should be documents in the recent FBI release on this; are they withheld? 

Do they support the Sullivan-Epstein interpretation? 

[Page 16] This is pretty clever; the absence of a photo of LHO at the 
Embassy is used as evidence that he was evading the surveillance (and thus presumably 
had a sinister purpose) • Was the CIA coverage so concentrated on the front door 
that it could easily be evaded? (The section of the Gale memo dealing with the 
Mexico matter appears to be withheld, which is unfortunate, since it might 
contradict the Epstein version.) 

I believe this is the first confirmation that Sullivan was the assistant 
director who was censured. 

* [Page 17, line 4] As Peter Scott pointed out ("Crime & Coverup," p. 6), a 
literal reading of this part of Gale’s memo shows that "Logically, Gale’s judgment 
must refer to U.S. intelligence assignments, the only assignments which could 
have mitigated, rather than strengthened, the need to keep track of Oswald’s 
movements." Thus, there is no justification for Epstein adding "[from the Soviets]," 
especially Inside the quotation marks! (Now that the Gale memo is released, 

it looks as if his language was just sloppy, but Epstein presumably didn’t have 
access to the Gale memo before I did.) 

*** [Page 17, line 13] The "thus" hardly seems logical - if Hoover didn’t want 

to raise questions about LHO and the KGB, it doesn’t follow that he should not 
mention that the FBI had an active Oswald case. That was left out of the initial 
report to LBJ (SS 104), as were many other things, but that report did mention 
Oswald’s 1962 disclaimer of any affiliation with Soviet intelligence; it also 
went into Oswald’s Soviet Embassy contacts in late 1963 in considerable detail, 
mentioning his claim to have had business with the Embassy and to have met with 
Kostin. Since this was basically CIA information - that is, the Embassy contact 
in Mexico, not the intercepted letter to Washington - Hoover could have used that 
as an excuse for leaving out more than he did. And, of course the (probably 
erroneous evidence of an Oswald impostor which Hoover included raises the most 
serious conspiratorial implications, although they do not point in any clear 
direction. 

In the FBI Summary Report (CD 1) , which was prepared for public release 
(but not released for years). Hoover wrote: "In view of the circumstances 
surrounding Oswald’s trip and residence in the Soviet Union, his re-entry into 
the United States presented the possibility that he had been recruited by the 
Soviets for an intelligence mission in this country. In that connection, an FBI 
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* investigation of Oswald had been instituted on May 31, 1962.... The purpose 

of this investigation was to determine if Oswald had been recruited by a Soviet 
intelligence service.” (CD 1, p. 30-31) A paragraph on pages 51-52 noted, more 
or less gratuitously, that despite Oswald's denial that he had done anything to 
hurt the U.S. while abroad, **a statement found in his personal effects after his 
arrest disclosed that he considered the money he had received from the Soviet 
Government while in that country as payment for his denunciation of the United 
States.” Pending a review of early Hoover memos in the recent release, my 
evaluation of Epstein's argument that Hoover saw his interest in "concealing, 
rather than revealing, any hint of Soviet involvement” (p. 17) as somewhere between 
arguable and ridiculous. 

[Page 17, last full graf] Epstein says that "To this end” Hoover ordered 
the leak of the lone-assassin conclusion. He clearly could have had many reasons 
for that leak, and 1 haven't seen any evidence that this was one of them, much 
less the main one. Epstein gives no source here; again, it is probably either 
his speculation, or Sullivan. 

[Same graf] How can transferring agents shield them more effectively from 
embarrassing questions than a simply order to shut up, which Hoover could have 
done with no trouble? Looks like gratuitous speculation by Epstein. 

* [Page 27] Re Stone's 'mole' story - what if this was the disinformation? 

A mole in the US would be helpful to the KGB, although presumably less crucial 
than a mole in Russia would be to the CIA, since so much more information is 



available from overt US sources. But having half the CIA distrust the other ^ 
half would, predictably, be very effective in inhibiting CIA operations. Isn't 
this such aui obvious point that Epstein should have dealt with it? 

[Page 29-30] Epstein says that Angleton, the orchid breeder, "was not 
inclined to believe in chance coincidences." That's putting it (misleadingly) 
mildly. By all other accounts I remember, Angleton is unquestionably a weird 
chap who thinks the Russians make it rain! 

[Page 36] Nosenko's admission about the nonexistent telegram: as with so 

much of this, there are lots of possibilities. What if there really was a 
telegram (which NSA simply missed) and that Nosenko decided to tell the CIA what 
they clearly wanted to hear, that there had not been one? People do stranger 
things under this kind of interrogation. (*) 

[Page 44] Epstein implies that because Coleman and Slawson were not cleared 
to know about the CIA's doubts about Nosenko, they did not have reasons for 
doubting his good faith. I dare say they had a rather sophisticated grasp of 
the possibility that Nosenko was a plant, and what that might mean in terms of 
Oswald and the assassination. It would be interesting to talk to Slawson. 

[Page 44] What circumstantial evidence that the KGB had not ordered LHO 
to kill JFK does Epstein have in mind here? As noted earlier, it's hard to believe 
that Angleton didn't suspect that the Russians were responsible. 

(*) P.S. on the Nosenko telegram: if the Russians were going to all that trouble 
to protect Nosenko's cover, wouldn't they have thought of something as easy as 
sending a recall telegram? 

[Page 48] Harold Weisberg has been trying to get the Warren Commission 
executive session transcript for some time. I understand that he has affidavits 
in which the CIA argues strongly that Nosenko material still has to be withheld! 

[Page 50] It seems to me that there are several reasons the KGB might have 
decided to send a plant with a true story. (Or, at least, a story which is no more 
exaggerated in its dissociation of Oswald from the KGB than the FBI's accounts of 
their contacts with Ruby and Oswald.) Suppose the KGB had in fact become convinced 
in 1959 that LHO was CIA; and, after the assassination, they were worried that JFK 
has been killed by a right-wing faction within the CIA. Then, Nosenko's message 
could have been that the KGB was willing to go along with the lone-nut story and 
not make accusations against the CIA. 

Notes on the prologue: [Page 276] Source document (4), Angleton's Cl report 

on Nosenko's pre-defection debriefing, might be CIA Item #498, a 4-page memo to 
the FBI, or it might be a different document on which #498 was based. The CIA has 
reportedly claimed that Epstein and the Digest got only the general release. 


















